Language does not flow e.g. deaths among global cancer patients.
Points do not flow.
"suffering from psycho-spiritual well being" -this does not make sense, oxymoron
No sense of whether the stats relate to China/ rural/ regional e.g. internet coverage
Have to check references all the time Life review -Weak references after the 1963 one A sense that the authors might compare the intervention to other therapies briefly e.g. "Meaning-Centered Psychotherapy: A Form of Psychotherapy for Patients With Cancer", and/or CBT etc. Give the reader a sense of this project.
Weak referencing in general e.g. unable to decipher easily which papers the authors are indicating on Page 4, lines 22/23.
Methods and analysis

It may seem simple, but what is the hypothesis/ where is it written?
Was ethics approval required?
They have filled in n = 46 for each group -this is not always the case in randomisation They should remove all numbers e.g. 92, from the study flow chart Provide data to support the power analysis for all the three primary outcomes and provide deeper evidence for this. These analyses should be based on more than one study and should also refer to the literature on psychosocial interventions for anxiety and depression after cancer, of which there are many systematic reviews that should be referred to. The study may be under powered given likely attrition. How will missing data be managed? 
